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1. Elements of Conservation Planning 
The recent history of conservation planning has clearly shown that 
the issue of development and conservation is not only politically 
relevant, but also analytically interesting (see among others Fusco 
Girard, 1987, and Nijkamp, 1989). Several attempts have been made at 
planning strategies. In recent years many - mainly descriptive 
-contributions have been made to analyse prevailing policies, strategies 
and measures in policy situations marked by conflicts between develop-
ment and conservation. Furthermore, much attention has been devoted to 
conservation impact analysis which tries to assess the foreseeable 
physical, social and economie effects of conservation strategies by 
using appropriate analytical tools for integrating conservation into 
development planning. 
The attention for conservation issues is apparent in both develop-
ing countries (e.g., Thailand, Mexico, Indonesia) and developed 
countries (e.g., Italy, the Netherlands, Greece). Especially in the 
framework of urban restructuring (e.g., urban renewal, transformation of 
urban functions, restructuring of urban environments) the conservation 
issue has become an important one, as here the conflict between 'high 
tech' versus 'high touch' developments is at stake. For instance in 
various cities the threat of urban degradation requires a physical and 
economie restructuring which very often is to the detriment of the 
historico-cultural heritage of the city. Despite many debates in this 
field, so far no uniformly acceptable urban development planning 
paradigm has emerged. While it is generally acknowledged that urban 
development means the creation of new assets in terms of physical, so-
cial and economie structures, it is at the same time recognized that 
each development process often also destroys traditional physical, so-
cial and cultural assets derived from our common heritage. Clearly, 
although not always immediately computable, all cultural assets repre-
sent an economie value which has to be considered in any urban 
transformation process. Unfortunately, in most cases the inclusion of 
such assets in the planning process cannot be left to the market 
mechanism, as most urban historico-cultural assets represent 'unpriced 
goods' characterized by external effects which are not included in the 
conventional 'measuring rod of money'. Thus the development of ap-
propriate evaluation methods is of paramount importance here, as 
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otherwise a careful and balanced nurturing of cultural assets will never 
be realized. 
However, the operational assessment of the socioeconomic and 
historico-cultural value of monuments - or the impacts of monument 
policy - is fraught with many difficulties. Monuments represent part of 
the historical, architectural, and cultural heritage of a country or 
city, and do not usually offer a direct productive contribution to the 
economy. Clearly, tourist revenues sometimes may reflect part of the 
interest of society in monument conservation and/or restoration, but in 
many cases this implies a biased and incomplete measure, so that monu-
ment policy can hardly be based on tourist values. On the contrary, in 
various places one may observe a situation in which large-scale tourism 
(sometimes marked by congestion) even affects the quality of a cultural 
heritage (Venice or Florence, for example). 
The foregoing problems are especially relevant, because in the 
current period of budgetary constraints there is a risk that budget 
cuts in the public sector first will affect the 'less productive' or 
'soft' sectors such as monument conservation, arts, and so forth. 
Therefore, it is necessary to pay due attention to the socioeconomic and 
historico-cultural significance of our heritage. 
In the past, many economists have adopted the narrow conventional 
economie viewpoint that the meaning of a certain good can be derived in 
a proper way from the revealed preferences of economie agents who ex-
press their desires on an artificial market. It is, however, 
increasingly recognized that the socioeconomic and historical-artistic 
value of a cultural good is a multidimensional (or compound) indicator 
which cannot be reduced to one common denominator (such as the measuring 
rod of money). In fact, we are - from a planning viewpoint - much more 
interested in the 'complex social value' of cultural resources (Fusco 
Girard, 1987). This implies that the meaning of historical and cultural 
resources is not in the first place dependent on its absolute quan-
tities, but on its constituent qualitative attributes or features (such 
as age, uniqueness, historical meaning, visual beauty, physical condi-
tion, artistic value, etc). For instance, cities such as Venice, 
Florence, Sienna, or Padua would never have received an international 
reputation without the presence of intangible values inherent in their 
cultural monuments. 
In order to clarify the meaning of our multidimensional approach, 
some general background observations on the preservation of our cultural 
heritage will be given first. The 1960s and 1970s showed a strong 
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dominance of economie evaluation tools in public planning (for example, 
cost-benefit analysis, cost-effectiveness analysis). A major stimulus to 
the use of such tools was given by the United Nations Industrial 
Development Organization, the Organization for Economie Cooperation and 
Development, and the World Bank. It was a widely held belief that a 
systematic application of rigorous economie thinking in evaluating and 
selecting public projects or plans would be a major instrument in im-
proving the performance of the public sector (for instance, see Little 
and Mirrlees, 1974). 
This conventional economie appraisal methodology mainly found its 
basis in welfare economics and was originally normative and prescriptive 
in nature, but it also implied various restrictive value judgements such 
as the emphasis on efficiency and the suppression of equity. Besides, 
the use of 'fictitious' shadow prices to assess benefits foregone was a 
major source of uncertainty in such project evaluations (see also Warr, 
1982). Especially the aim to transform all relevant impacts into one 
common denominator, viz. the 'measuring rod of money', has become a 
source of major criticism (for an interesting review see Renard, 1986). 
It is evident, however, that a compound evaluation of collective 
goods - and especially public capital goods such as churches, palaces, 
parks, landscapes, 'cityscapes', etc. - is far from easy and cannot be 
undertaken by the exclusive consideration of the tourist and recreation 
sector (see also Kalman, 1980; Lichfield, 1989). Especially in the 
Anglo-Saxon literature the expenditures made in visiting recreational 
destinations are often used as a proxy value for assessing the financial 
or economie meanings of natural parks, palaces, museums, etc. A 
geographically complicating problem here is the fact that such recrea-
tional commodities and the various users are distributed unequally over 
space. This means that recreational expenditures are codetermined by 
distance frictions, so that the evaluation of recreation opportunities 
has to take into account the transportation costs inherent in recrea-
tional and tourist visits. Consequently, the socioeconomic value of such 
recreational opportunities depends both on their indigenous attractive-
ness and on their location in geographic space. Therefore, increase of 
accessibility might then become an instrument in enhancing the 
socioeconomic value of cultural heritage. But the indigenous 
historico-cultural value of monuments is invariant with respect to 
geographical location (apart from the scale economies emanating from a 
'socio-cultural complex'), so that we are still left with the problem of 
a compound evaluation. In order to provide a solid background for a 
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further discussion of the social impacts of our cultural heritage, we 
will first outline the methodology and principles of policy analysis and 
impact assessment in general. 
2. Relevance of Impact Assessment 
Measurement in conservation is a subject of the broad family of 
policy impact analysis. In the past years there has been a growing in-
terest in assessing the socio-economie, cultural, environmental and 
distributional impacts of public policies. The high social costs of 
unintended and/or unforeseen consequences of various policy measures 
have necessitated researchers to develop new tools that are more 
suitable for gauging the effects of a wide array of policy decisions, 
amongst others in the area of urban, environmental, physical, in-
frastructure and cultural planning. At the same time the deficiencies of 
conventional evaluation tools, such as a traditional cost-benefit 
analysis, were recognized. 
This awareness had led to the emergence of impact (assessment) 
analysis in many fields, e.g. technology assessment, social impact as-
sessment, risk assessment, environmental impact assessment, performance 
measurement etc. All such techniques aim at anticipating the conse-
quences of policy actions by providing a systematically organized 
procedure for impact assessment (see also Becker and Porter, 1986). 
An impact analysis may be a meaningful tooi for more integrated and 
coordinated planning strategies, as such an analysis described sys-
tematically the effects of changes in control variables on all other 
components of a system. Consequently, an impact analysis should pay 
attention to the variety, coherence and institutional framework of the 
system at hand. This implies that economie, spatial, social, cultural 
and environmental variables should be included as relevant components of 
the system. Preferably, an impact analysis should be based on a formal 
model. 
A major problem inherent in impact assessment is the friction be-
tween the need for reliable, quantitive information and the usual 
availability of only qualitative, intangible information which cannot be 
readily quantified. Impact assessment has to play a role as a communica-
tion tooi between different interest groups in a complex decision 
problem, and it is evident that discussions on controversial issues need 
a maximum of cardinal information in order to reach a higher level of 
consensus. Although the new logic of 'measuring the unmeasurable' may be 
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helpful in various cases (see Nijkamp et al., 1986), it is clear that in 
many situations impact assessments should fulfil the highest level of 
precision and accuracy. The intriguing contentiousness of decision 
problems, and the multidimensional and complex data situation of such 
problems need an orderly approach. 
Given the pluriformity and variety among the elements of most so-
cial systerns, a multidinensionial profile approach is often a meaningful 
analytical method for considering systematically a wide variety of dif-
ferent aspects in such systems. This approach implies that a certain 
phenomenon in the system at hand is characterized by a vector profile 
with a set of different (multi-dimensiomal) components or attributes. 
For instance, cultural quality of a city is a multidimensional 
phenomenon which can only be represented in a useful way by means of a 
vector with elements such as the quality and size of museums, the 
availability of parks and recreation areas, the presence and quality of 
museums, the quality of cultural educational facilities, etc. 
A main problem in a systematic organisation of an impact assessment 
is the question what and how to measure. The selection or identification 
of indicators to be measured is of critical importance in any impact 
assessment. Both the omission of relevant information and the supply of 
redundant information may lead to biased decisions. Thus impact assess-
ment has to be oriented towards the needs of planners, so that in all 
relevant phases of a policy problem adequate information can be 
provided. This also means that in most practical situations there will 
be a need for monitoring and auditing, not only for project or impact 
management, but also for programme and policy development. Consequently, 
feedback mechanisms are a logical follow-up of impact assessment. 
Although there will always be a natural tendency toward integrated 
and even comprehensive impact assessments (including simultaneously 
social, economie, cultural, distributional, technological or spatial 
impacts), it has to be realized that at the same time there is a need 
for scoping. If impact assessments become too broad, they will prove to 
become unwieldy for practical decision-making. This implies that impact 
assessment requires a systematic project definition, an organized data 
base or information system, and a clear identification of space and time 
dimensions. Only under such conditions uncertainty in prediction and 
planning can be reduced. 
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3. General Description of Impact Assessaent Analysis 
In general, the following requirements may be imposed on a meaning-
ful impact assessment analysis: 
consistency: the relations should represent a set of coherent and 
non-contradictory system's interactions; 
completeness: the impact analysis should take into account the 
intended and unintended effects of external policies upon the sys-
tem under consideration; 
relevance: the various impacts and their indicators should be mean-
ingful from the viewpoint of policy-makers (e.g., in terms of urban 
and regional management); 
uniformity: the effects assessed by means of an impact analysis 
should reflect the variety and multidimensionality of the urban 
system concerned; 
comparability: the impact measures should allow a comparison with 
other impacts measured at different time periods or in different 
areas; 
flexibility: the impact system should provide comprehensible infor-
mation which can be adjusted to the needs of users or to new 
circumstances; 
data availability: the impact analysis has to be oriented to the 
available data (including soft and qualitative information); 
comprehensiveness: the successive steps of the impact analysis 
should provide an integrated picture of spatial and socio-economie 
interactions including distributional impacts; 
effectiveness analysis: the assessed impacts should allow a con-
f rontation with a priori set policy targets, so that the 
effectiveness of policy measures can be gauged. 
In general, the multidimensional profile system alluded to in the 
foregoing section will satisfy the above mentioned methodological re-
quirements. It is clear, however, that the accuracy of measurement in 
many impact studies may be fairly low due to lack of data, uncertainties 
regarding policy measures, or lack of insight into the structure of a 
complex dynamic system. 
Of course, impacts have to be measured on a scale which is as ac-
curate and appropriate as possible; frequently, however, only soft or 
qualitative information is available. For a meaningful policy analysis, 
this information should not be disregarded. Especially in the cultural 
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sector we are often facing a situation with limited precision on the 
necessary policy information. 
In general, the following measurement scales may be distinguished: 
nominal scale: a classification into distinct groups (e.g., green 
or red) or into distinct size classes (e.g., small impacts and 
large impacts); 
ordinal scale: a ranking of events or effects in order of magnitude 
(e.g., 1, 2, 3, 4, . . . ) ; 
cardinal scale: a measurement system which allows a calculation of 
distances between effects, either in a relative sense (an interval 
scale) or in an absolute sense (a ratio scale). 
The effects assessed in an impact analysis may be measured in any 
of these scales depending on the accuracy of the information. In case of 
a large set of ordinal measured impacts, it may sometimes be meaningful 
to transform the ordinal information into metric (cardinal) units by 
means of multidimensional scaling methods or alternative techniques (see 
Nijkamp, 1979). This is especially useful if one wants to reduce ordinal 
information in a long list of attributes of a certain profile to a 
limited set of main (metric) indicators of the profile at hand. 
Examples of meaningful classes of main profiles in an impact 
analysis may be inter alia: 
economie: production 
investments 
labour market 
demand, etc. 
housing: quantity of dwellings 
quality of dwellings 
residential climate 
prices and rents, etc. 
infrastructure: accessibility (public and private transport) 
distance 
mobility (migration, commuting, recreation, 
shopping), etc. 
financial: taxes 
subsidies 
public expenditures 
distributional aspects, etc. 
facilities: health care 
cultural 
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social 
recreational, etc. 
environaental: air pollution 
noise 
sewage systerns 
congestion 
segregation 
density 
energy: energy consumption 
insulation of dwellings 
central urban heating syste, 
tariff system, etc. 
cultural: museums, theatres 
monuments 
recreational facilities 
cultural training facilities, etc. 
Depending on the aim of a specific impact analysis, a choice among 
the foregoing impact profiles (including their levels of measurement) 
has to be made in order to design a coherent policy impact system. 
In order to obtain a compound evaluation of socio-economie oppor-
tunities of monuments (museums, parks, palaces, etc.), a systematic 
typology of the societal functions of such public assets has to be made. 
In conventional economie approaches, such a functional classification 
forms the basis for a monetary assessment of the socioeconomic value of 
such goods (cf. Driver and Harris, 1981). In the framework of a broader 
analysis, the following typology of effects of recreation can be made 
(see also Filius, 1986): 
(1) Psychological and social behavioural effects. Such effects emanate 
from an enhancement of mental well-being caused by an enjoyable visit to 
a valuable scarce cultural or environmental asset. Clearly, congestion 
(or excess demand) may lead to negative feelings of well-being. 
(2) Spin-off effects. These broader indirect effects are the result of 
behavioural changes caused by visits to natural parks, cultural 
heritage, etc. and are, for example, reflected in productivity increases 
and decline in illness rates. 
(3) Effects on non-users. Such effects are related to the potential 
value of a cultural asset even though this asset is not actually used. 
In this framework the notion of a so-called option value is relevant 
(Weisbrod, 1964). This concept may have various meanings (see also Hyman 
and Hufschmidt, 1983): 
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(a) risk aversion: potential visitors are not sure that they will ever 
visit the opportunity concemed, but do not want to lose the pos-
sibility to visit it in the (near or distant) future; 
(b) quasioption demand: potential visitors have an interest in visiting 
the recreational good concemed, but prefer to wait until suffi-
ciënt information is available; 
(c) existence value: non-users attach a high value to the fact that the 
scarce socio-cultural asset is maintained, even when they do not 
plan to visit it; 
(d) vicarious use value: non-users want to keep a certain public good 
intact, because they like it when others can enjoy this good; 
(e) bequest value: non-users see it as their moral responsibility (or 
altruism) to protect and maintain a certain public good for future 
generations. 
Consequently, the concept of option value is strongly related to the 
symbolic value of a good. However, a reliable monetary assessment of 
'option values' in the framework of monuments is far from easy (Greenley 
et al, 1981). 
(4) Effects on regional development. The presence of a scarce cultural 
or enviroranental asset is not only appealing for daily recreation, but 
also attracts many foreigners, whose spending capacity may be of great 
importance for regional development (for example, expenditures made in 
restaurants and hotels). Such revenues for the region may also exert 
various indirect multiplier effects in the region. 
(5) Effects on infrastructure and public Management. These effects refer 
to the fact that the maintenance of a public commodity requires the use 
of many instruments by the government, for instance, information supply, 
fire protection, waste disposal, daily maintenance, etc. 
(6) Environmental effects. Any use of a public good has various 
(positive and negative) environmental consequences, and these social 
spillover effects have to be taken into consideration as well. 
Sometimes it may be useful to employ a systematic tooi in the form 
of an impact or effect matrix which reflects the effects of policy con-
trols (p1 pN) upon the systerns components (c. cT) (see 
Figure 1). 
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Figure 1. An impact matrix 
An illustrative example of a spatial interaction system which might 
provide the information necessary to fill in the impact matrix is con-
tained in Fig. 2. 
Given the need to obtain a comprehensive picture of all relevant 
(intended and unintended) effects of policies, a system's approach may 
offer a practical frame of reference for policy impact studies. In 
general, a system's approach aims at portraying the processes and 
relationships in a complex system that encompasses various components 
which are linked together by means of functional, technical, institu-
tional or behavioural linkages and which can also be influenced by 
changes in parameters or controls from the environment outside the sys-
tem itself (see also section 4). 
A good example of impact analysis in the cultural sector can be 
found in a study by Hietbrink et al. (1988). These authors have studied 
the economie significance of cultural amenities by investigating the 
impacts of investments in urban culture as part of the economie in-
frastructure of the city concerned. Their study concerned the city of 
Zwolle, the capital city of the province of Overijssel in the 
Netherlands. Cultural amenities referred here to all buildings with 
either a cultural function (e.g., theatres, concert halls, cinemas) or a 
function as a monument (including old dwellings, historical shops, or 
old churches). 
The economie impacts of investments in the cultural sector were 
subdivided into (1) effects on the production of art; (2) effects on all 
urban economie sectors; (3) effects on the built environment; (4) ef-
fects on the residential and locational climate. It is clear that some 
impacts 
14 
Production system Spatial interactions Settlement system 
r Lobour market - i 
Wooes and salaries -1 
Production 
Investments 
— productive 
— obatement 
Land use 
Technological growtn J 
Pollution 
Accessibility 
Commutinq 
Recreation 
Migration 
Shopping 
Commodity flov»s -
f Infrastructure -
Congestion -* 
Lr Land use 
Public system 
Physical planning 
Renewol plans 
Public facilities 
Taxes 
Charges 
Licences 
Prohibitions 
Subsidies 
Income 
X 
Consumption 
T 
Recreation 
I Land use 
f Residential location 
Sociol and demographic 
structure 
Social amenities -J 
Environment 
Accessibility 
I Volues, norms "H Sociol strotificotiön~H Lobour strotificotion 
' T -1 ' t ' ' i  
Socio- psychological 
system 
l lnformotion H Political octivities H Fomily strotificotion| 
ure 2. An illustrative spatial interaction system 
Source: Nijkamp (1979, p. 24) 
12 
of these effects can be expressed in monetary units (e.g., value added); 
others can be quantified, but not in monetary terms (e.g., new jobs), 
whilst also qualitative effects can be distinguished that cannot be 
measured with a reasonable precision. 
It turned out that investments in the cultural sector provided a 
synergetic effect on the general economie functioning of the city by 
increasing its attractiveness as a shopping, recreational and residen-
tial centre. 
Studies of this nature also call for due attention to be given to 
the spatial demarcation of the area under consideration. In the next 
section this issue of so-called spatial impact analysis will be con-
sidered in more detail. 
4. Spatial Impact Analysis 
After the general discussion of impact assessment analysis, we will 
now turn to spatial impact analysis. Spatial systems (cities, rural 
areas, regions) are influenced by a number of external forces, among 
which - in addition to exogenous factors (for instance, international 
developments such as a rise in oil prices) - government policies have 
great significance. In this paper, particular attention will be paid to 
the impacts of policy measures. 
Government actions that affect spatial units can broadly be divided 
into two categories: first, actions that directly aim at influencing the 
spatial system concerned, and secondly, actions that are not primarily 
directed towards this system, but may have unintended impacts on this 
system. The second group, which may consist inter alia of industrial, 
agricultural etc. measures, influences geographical patterns of cities 
and regions sometimes in a decisive way, sometimes even without the 
planner's prior knowledge. Thus, both types of policies may imply im-
pacts on spatial systems. 
Spatial impact: analysis may be defined as a systematic and coherent 
organization and application of established analytical techniques to 
assess the expected or foreseeable impacts (both intended and unin-
tended, both direct and indirect) of various policy measures or programs 
at various administrative levels upon relevant welfare indicators of 
cities or regions. Examples of such impact analyses are: the impacts of 
a national energy programme for a specific region, or the impacts of a 
new infrastructural policy on a specific city. 
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Spatial impact analysis aims at providing an integrated (rather 
than a partial) picture of the consequences of a public policy plan (or 
of a set of such plans) for regions, rural areas or cities. Clearly, the 
spatial dimension of govemment actions gets more attent ion by applying 
this method. In this paper, we confine ourselves mainly to regional and 
urban impact analysis. 
Various studies in the field of spatial impact analysis can be 
found in Pleeter (1980). A general framework for spatial impact analysis 
will first be presented in order to highlight the three major components 
of spatial impact analysis. 
intended and 
unintended impacts 
Figure 3. Three main components of a spatial impact analysis. 
The first component is related to govemment policies. In 
principle, it can be safely assumed that measures of all policies will 
have impacts on cities or regions. These policies may relate to urban 
and non-urban fields, and may be pursued at various institutional levels 
(international, national, regional and urban). Hence, policies related 
to various fields and various institutional levels will have a relevance 
for spatial systems. 
On the basis of Fig. 4, a multi-level multidimensional vector of 
policies (a so-called policy profile) can be constructed (see Nijkamp, 
1979). 
This multidimensional profile approach is also a meaningful 
analytical method for dealing with various spatial systems. Attention 
should be paid to the variety, coherence and institutional framework of 
the spatial unit at hand. This implies that normally economie, spatial, 
social and environmental aspects of the spatial system would have to be 
included. The multidimensional approach can be used to consider the wide 
variety of relevant aspects in a city or a region, as in such a case a 
certain phenomenon is characterized by a vector profile, with a set of 
different (multidimensional) components or attributes. For instance, 
urban quality of life is a multidimensional phenomenon which can only be 
presented in a useful way by means of a vector with such elements as the 
policy measures spatial system 
—> > 
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quality, size and rent of dwellings, the availability of recreation 
areas, congestion etc. 
international policies: pricing of raw materials 
national policies: industrial planning 
energy 
regional policies: environmental management 
infras truc ture 
spatial 
system 
* /N 
urban policies: housing 
facilities 
Figure 4. Sectors and levels of spatial impact analysis 
Finally, the impacts of all policy measures on the spatial unit at 
hand have to be assessed. Here various methods can be used: econometrie 
techniques, input-output analysis, economie base approaches, ad hoc 
assessments etc. Assuming alternative measures or policy controls, it 
may be useful to employ an impact matrix which reflects the impacts of 
alternative policies on the elements of the multidimensional profile of 
the spatial system at hand (see also Figure 1). 
In this context, it is noteworthy that a well-known problem in-
herent in any kind of spatial impact analysis is the spatial demarcaticm 
of the system concerned (in terms of cities, regions, etc). From an 
analytical point of view, the spatial demarcation might be based on 
functional linkages between the spatial entities of the systems at hand, 
although data availability very often hampers the application of this 
standpoint. From a planning point of view, the spatial demarcations 
might be based on the existing administrative framework, although here 
also data problems may emerge. 
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Besides, the time dinension in spatial and urban impact analysis 
has to be mentioned. Usually, an impact study is only based on a com-
parative static framework, so that a (dynamic) transition path is left 
out of consideration. The lack of reliability and validity of dynamic 
spatial and urban models hampers an application of these models in the 
field of impact studies. In this respect, many research efforts still 
have to be undertaken so as to reach a meaningful use of dynamic spatial 
models. In any case, it may always be worth while to make a distinction 
between impacts from the construction and the operating stage of a 
project, respectively. It should also be noted that - despite the ab-
sence of operational dynamic models - it may be meaningful to employ a 
step-by-step impact analysis, so that the direct and indirect impacts of 
policy measures can be analyzed in a series of sequential stages. 
The range of impacts to be taken into account depends on the policy 
interests of federal, regional and urban governments. The choice regard-
ing both the number of profiles and the specific attributes of each 
profile is evidently also a policy decision, but it is clear that each 
specific set of impacts to be assessed should satisfy methodological 
requirements like systematics, coherence and completeness. 
policy measures 
\ ' 
regional/urban systems 
\ / 
scenarios 
V r 
urban/regional profiles 
policy targets/objectives 
reference profiles 
Figure 5. A stimulus-response spatial impact system 
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The above mentioned impact system can easily be extended with a 
scenario analysis. A scenario analysis serves to investigate the impacts 
of (hypothetical) policy measures, so that these impacts can be con-
fronted with (or judged on the basis of) a reference profile (e.g., a 
target profile) arising from policy targets or general objectives. The 
following stimulus-response system may clarify the foregoing remarks: 
Finally, due to uncertainties regarding policy measures or even 
lack of insight into the structure of complex urban or regional systems, 
the impacts cannot always be gauged in quantitative terms. Often, only 
qualitative statements will be possible. In this case qualitative as-
sessment methods can be useful. Such methods attempt to develop an 
operational framework for gauging regional and urban impacts of public 
policies that is oriented towards the needs and popssibilities of 
developing countries (Nijkamp and Van Pelt, 1989). A qualitative assess-
ment implies that effects are not necessarily measured on a cardinal 
scale. 
When only one policy or plan is considered, ordinal, verbal, 
nominal or binary statements may be made, for instance, ++, +., 0, -, --, 
?. These symbols mean respectively: relative large positive impact, 
relative small positive impact, negligible impact, relatively small 
negative impact, relatively large negative impact, unknown impact. Other 
possibilities are inter alia 'high' or 'low', or even 'yes' or 'no'. 
Also ordinal rankings (e.g., 1, 2, 3) may be used, e.g., when com-
paring the impacts of a plan on the various elements of the system, or -
in the case of a scenario - when comparing the impacts of the various 
measures on these elements. 
5. Economie Evaluation 
Impact assessment methods are a necessary component of any meaning-
ful economie evaluation methodology, and hence also in conservation 
planning. Evaluation refers here to 'the means of aiding the selection 
by the decision makers (those commissioning the plan) as to which of 
alternative plans they will adopt as the 'best' for the community for 
whom they are planning; or aiding the planners themselves during the 
planning process in the similar need for selection, that is the rejec-
tion of alternatives that they do not intend to offer to the decision 
makers for adoption' (Lichfield, 1970, p. 151). In Lichfield's contribu-
tion various test criteria for plan selection have been specified, such 
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as internal consistency, locational suitability, conformity to standards 
and principles, problem solving, feasibility, design, flexibility and 
open-endedness. The author also reviews various plan evaluation 
methodologies, such as the planning balance sheet method, checklists of 
criteria, financial investment appraisal, economie investment appraisal, 
goals achievement, cost minimization, cost effectiveness, and cost-
benefit analysis. 
Public policy serves normally to improve national welfare. In order 
to achieve this, public expenditures are to be made, but these expendi-
tures are not made in the aggregate but for specific goods and services 
in the framework of designated plans or projects. Thus all cost com-
ponents have to be measured as accurately as possible. Furthermore, the 
aim of national welfare is very broad and needs to be more focused, as 
usually not all individuals, groups or regions in society will benefit 
to the same extent from a plan or project. Thus, plans or projects have 
to be evaluated with a view to their foreseeable impact on different 
groups or regions in a society. Consequently, measurement of costs, 
measurement of benefit and assessment of distributive effects are neces-
sary. 
In the conventional economie evaluation of monuments an attempt is 
made usually at using the measuring rod of money for evaluating the 
direct and indirect effects of recreational commodities, on the basis 
of, inter alia, the notion of consumer surplus (incorporating also the 
so-called travel cost method). This consumer surplus represents the 
financial sacrifices (in terms of distance and time) a visitor is will-
ing to make (the so-called willingness to pay) minus the actual costs of 
a visit (see also Sinden and Worrell, 1978). Usual research methods used 
to assess this willingness-to-pay are inter alia survey techniques and 
interviews. A major problem in this case is the specification of a 
demand function, because of heterogeneity among individual users, the 
importance of remaining (omitted) explanatory variables, synergetic 
effects caused by other recreation users (congestion, for example), the 
evaluation of time (or time preference), and the intangible nature of a 
historico-cultural heritage. This historico-cultural heritage encom-
passes a wide variety of (mainly public) capital goods embodying (part 
of) the history of a country, region, or city. 
Beside its historical, artistic, or scientific value (the symbolic 
heritage function), cultural heritage usually also has an actual user 
value, as well as a potential future value. Consequently, cultural 
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heritage may be conceived of as a resource with a high economie poten-
tial (Ashworth and Voogd, 1986). The importance of this resource is 
reflected in the average annual growth rate of approximately 5% in 
tourism and recreation in the past twenty-five years in many countries. 
The historie cities of Europe (London, Paris, Rome, Copenhagen, 
Amsterdam, Athens, etc.) house collections of cultural and historical 
artifacts of an intrinsic and important international dimension. 
Although the supply of cultural heritage is usually locally determined, 
the demand is dominantly non-local and frequently international. 
Clearly, demand is here mainly a response to the supply side, and conse-
quently the planning and maintenance of the historie city are tasks of 
utmost importance (see also Ashworth, 1986; Burtenshaw et al, 1981; 
Dobby, 1978; Sinnott and Wall, 1980; Tarn, 1985; Ward, 1968; Williams et 
al, 1983). 
A major instrument for enhancing the socioeconomic value of cul-
tural heritage in historie city planning is the marketing of urban 
heritage so as to attract more tourism. But, in this respect, it is 
again important to gather adequate insight into the socioeconomic and 
historie-cultural value of monuments. As mentioned before, a conven-
tional financial analysis has many limitations in assessing the cultural 
wealth incorporated in monuments. 
In general, the measurement of costs and benefits is dependent on 
the policy objectives for a given project or programme. In implementing 
a project or programme, traditionally a fairly limited efficiency 
criterion has been used, viz. the maximization of the measurable 
economie benefit per unit of money invested, or the minimization of the 
unit costs attributable to a given investment. In such an accounting 
scheme, interpersonal comparisons of welfare or distributional impacts 
of a project or programme are usually left aside. Thus such a welfare 
function based on economie efficiency presuppose that maximimization 
of social welfare runs parallel to maximization of economie efficiency. 
Furthermore, it is noteworthy that costs and benefits have to be 
assessed over a long time horizon, implying the use of a social rate of 
discount. Here two alternative approaches may be foliowed, viz. the net 
present value approach and the interaal rate of returns. Clearly, the 
use of a given discount rate may have a considerable impact on the final 
inference regarding a project or programme (see Gijsbers and Nijkamp, 
1988). To some extent one may argue that the choice of a social rate of 
discount rests also on distributive grounds, as in this case the inter-
est of the present is traded off against that of the future. 
19 
The above mentioned three issues, viz. costs, benefits and dis-
tributive impacts, will now briefly be considered. 
6. Measurement of Costs and Benefits 
In general, the costs of a project or programme are made up by 
direct capital outlays for the implementation, the necessary wage costs, 
the factor supply costs, the overhead costs, the opportunity costs and 
the social costs (cf. Warnke et al., 1973). Social costs may either be 
quantifiable or not, but refer to all costs incurred which are not 
reflected in the usual market mechanisms. They will be separately dis-
cussed later on. In all cases it is desirable to measure costs in terms 
of current factor input prices (inter alia due to inflation). 
In case of public project or plans market prices for goods and 
services are usually not available (see Edmunds and Letey, 1973), al-
though for such cases proxy values for costs may be imagined and used, 
such as social marginal costs (i.e., a charge to the user of an output 
equal to the benefit received), shadow prices (e.g., based on a linear 
programming approach), and marginal costs (based on Standard economie 
equilibrium assumptions). 
An inherent problem in the measurement of costs is whether they can 
be separated from other costs and hence can be unambiguously attributed 
to the project or plan concerned (see also Wolfe, 1973). Infrastructure 
investments necessary for a new project or plan generate costs which 
cannot exclusively be attributed to a single use, as they have normally 
a multi-purpose character. Thus the allocation of such joint costs is 
one of the most complicated issues in public expenditure analysis (see 
also Fromm and Tauber, 1973). 
Another problem concerns the measurement of indirect costs (i.e., 
costs not directly incurred in the construction and use of a plan or 
project). For instance, safety measures related to a new project may 
lead to higher additional costs than in the existing situation. Various 
ecological costs belong also to this category (e.g., climatic changes), 
although they are at the same time social costs. 
Benefits refer to all economie consequences of a plan or project 
that increase social welfare. Several benefits can be directly at-
tributed to a plan or project, whilst others are only indirect related 
to such decisions. In both cases, benefits can be expressed in monetary 
terms or not. In the latter case, benefits (e.g., employment effects) 
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may be either incommensurable (i.e., not transferable into the measuring 
rod of money although they may be quantifiable in other measurement 
units) or intangible. Intangible benefits do often occur in problems 
related to environmental, medical and cultural policy. Analogously to 
the measurements of costs, also benefit estimation is often hampered by 
the problem of joint and indirect benefits. A good illustration of such 
problems is the rehabilitation of an old monument. In such a case a 
derived benefit is the experience and expertise acquired in restoring 
this monument, so that this knowledge can also be used in other cases. 
There is no need to mention here that in case of absence of a fully 
operating market mechanism the valuation of benefits in monetary terms 
is extremely difficult. Such issues of social benefits will be discussed 
in the next section. 
Altogether, for the measurement of costs and benefits of a plan or 
project there is no single method available. The first starting point is 
a solid impact analysis (as discussed in sections 1-3), foliowed by an 
intellectual use of the economist's toolbox. In this context, Williams 
(1973) even raises the question whether cost-benefit analysis is a bas-
tard science. It may be interesting to quote here Fromm and Tauber 
(1973): 
"While the calculus of cost-benefit analyses can do 
much to indicate the relative merits of proposed 
government expenditure projects (and other ad-
ministrative actions that have economie or resource 
allocation implications), use of the technique by 
itself generally will not lead to optimum results 
from a social standpoint. This comes about because 
projects involve both tangible and intangible 
benefits and costs and also redistributive effects, 
which cannot be quantified in a fornm that permits 
them to be incorporated into formal cost-benefit 
calculations. Thus, the final choice of alternative 
projects becomes a matter of judgment and requires 
integration of the objectively determined merits 
and subjective evaluation of other effects of each 
of the alternatives. The choice finally evolves 
into decisions that must be reached within the 
framework of the political process. This is true in 
any society, whether it be organized along 
democratie lines or is centrally directed or 
totalitarian. 
This is not to say that, because of the subjective 
elements, the choices are arbitrary or illogical. 
Many of the effects not incorporated into the for-
mal analysis can and should be quantified to some 
degree so as to narrow the scope of the subjective 
evaluation. For e'xample, because redistributive 
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impacts are often of great concern, project 
proposals should detail not only overall conse-
quences (such as total costs expended and benefits 
generated) but also the implications for affected 
groups. To make rational choices it is necessary to 
know who benefits and who pays the costs (by income 
class, age, sex, race, and so forth), not only in 
the monetary terms but in a manner that indicates 
what the effects are on the quality of life." 
7. Multiple Objectives 
It has been taken for granted in the previous sections that 
economie welfare could be measured unambiguously by means of economie 
efficiency. This means of course a severe limitation of traditional cost 
and benefit assessment analysis. Eilon states, for example, in this 
context: 
"The economie approach is based on the assertion 
that expenditures of money for the good of the 
community must be guided by considerations of costs 
and financial benefits to that community, but it 
does not necessarily follow that - given the choice 
the community will decide to use its resources 
according to economie criteria. For example, 
economie criteria may well suggest that all central 
parks in London should be turned over to property 
developers, or that some museums should be convert-
ed to office blocks, but it is very unlikely 
thank goodness - that such criteria would prevail, 
even if the public were to be given clear and tan-
gible evidence of the financial benefits of such 
schemes. Increased congestion, noise and air pollu-
tion, but in the main the loss of environmental 
amenities, outweigh the financial benefits, so that 
economie criteria become only a part of a very 
sophisticated array of goals in many dimensions." 
One important objective which is often neglected in cost-benefit 
measurements is that of income distribution. Distribution and 
redistribution are in general very important in the social evaluation of 
projects or plans, as most expenditures, taxes and other government 
action will normally have different influences on different groups or 
regions in a national economy. The efficiency-equity dilemma is of 
paramount importance here. Unfortunately, it is almost impossible to 
translate (re)distributive impacts into the measuring rod of money, so 
as to make these compatible with the usual cost and benefit measure-
ments. In conventional evaluation practice, the judgement of equity 
aspects is therefore often seen as a political responsibility to be left 
to a democratically elected policy agency. Nevertheless, this makes the 
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results of any cost and benefit assessment debatable, since equity 
aspects may also have second-order efficiency effects. 
In many cases, however, there are alternative social welfare 
criteria, which also play an important role in any plan or project 
evaluation. Here we will consider a situation where multiple objectives 
may be distinguished each of them playing a certain role in the judge-
ment of the performance of a plan or project. A simultaneous 
consideration of multiple objectives implies that we have to replace the 
market prices by artificial prices, based on the policymaker's judge-
ment. Because a (public) investment project may be multidimensional, 
e.g., may cause very different effects, it might be impossible to find 
all the conversion factors necessary to compare those effects. How to 
weigh, for instance, the loss of natural beauty and the number of birds 
of passage killed by the power lines that guarantee uninterrupted supply 
of electricity to the location of consumers, be it residential area or 
an industrial estate? 
Proceeding with the last example, we will consider here an invest-
ment in an project that, due to its design and its operation, gives rise 
to different combinations of aggregate consumption and environmental 
effects with the same amount of capital. In figure 6, these combinations 
are represented by the feasibility frontier F'F, of which only part AF 
reveals substitution of contributions to one objective for those to the 
other. Theoretically, knowledge about the policymaker's equal welfare 
curves W (- indifference curves, showing equally desirable contributions 
to the two objectives), would allow us to identify the optimal point as 
the point of tangency between AF and the highest W available, T. 
aggregate 
consumption 
environmental 
preservation 
Figure 6. A trade-off curve between consumption and environment 
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As known from conventional economie theory, T is characterised by 
the equality of the marginal rate of substitution (m.r.s.) of aggregate 
consumption for environmental preservation (i.e., the slope of W_ at T) 
and the marginal rate of transformation, i.e. (m.r.t.) the slope of AF 
at T. This marginal rate of substitution is at the same time the rela-
tive weight the policymakers, and the society, place on environmental 
preservation relative to aggregate consumption. 
Should the investment project have effects on other objectives as 
well, then the condition of optimality has to be extended for every pair 
of obj ectives. 
m.r.s... — m.r.t... 
ij ij 
If aggregate consumption is chosen as the 'unit of account', the 
relative weights of the other objectives with respect to consumption are 
comparable and total benefits of each investment project (at one point 
in time) could be expressed as: 
I 
B - 2 w. B. 
i-1 1 1 
However, in reality the shape and position of the equal welfare 
curves, W, are unknown, and so are the relative weights w. . Therefore, 
alternative approaches have to be chosen, which will be discussed in the 
next section. 
This implies that in many practical situations a traditional cost-
benefit assessment is hampered by severe limitations, originating from 
two sources: 
the existence of multiple objectives which lead to mutually un-
reconciliable welfare criteria; then there is no single 'measuring 
rod' ; 
the existence of social costs which due to marked imperfections 
cannot be translated into monetary units. 
In various evaluation situations, these two issues may be interre-
lated. A good illustration can be found in the evaluation problem 
regarding the Norman Church of St. Michael at Stewkley, which stood in 
the middle of a possible runway of a possible Third London Airport (see 
Beer, 1971, and Churchman, 1974). This church reflected a social welfare 
component (i.e., an ancient monument) which could not be included in the 
economie efficiency accounts, as it represented a different objective or 
value. At the same time, the removal of the church would imply high 
social costs, as it concerned a unique monument. 
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8. Monetary and Multidinensional Approacb.es 
In view of the above mentioned evaluation problems two different 
directions can be chosen. The first one is to take resort to Standard 
economics and to make a systematic attempt at finding indirect ways of 
translating different objectives/criterion values and/or social costs 
and benefits into the measuring rod of money. Excamples can be found 
amongst others in: 
hedonic prices; in this case the intangible effects are gauged by 
investigating the indirect implications of social costs/benefits 
for marketable commodities; for instance, the effect of environmen-
tal pollution or noise annoyance on housing prices in the relevant 
area; 
contingent valuation; this method seeks to find a monetary value of 
a non-priced commodity by measuring indirectly the willingness to 
pay for this commodity on the basis of questionnaires, interviews, 
controlled experiments, etc. (see e.g. Harris et al., 1989 and 
Milon, 1989); 
Shadow project evaluation; this approach takes as a starting point 
the economie compensation principle for the loss of non-priced 
commodities and seeks to assess the costs (and possibly benefits) 
of reconstructing the same commodity (e.g., building up an old 
monument somewhere else etc.)(see Botterweg and KIaassen, 1976). 
Such methods may offer interesting contributions to a monetary 
evaluation of aspects of relevant goods, projects or plans, but fail to 
provide a more comprehensive measure of economie value. 
The second approach takes for granted that multiple objectives 
(e.g., equity considerations) and social costs are hard to translate 
into one common denominator. And hence, no attempt is made to create an 
artificial measurement scheme. In this framework, a multidimensional 
approach is normally foliowed. 
A good example of such a multidimensional approach can be found in 
community impact analysis developed by Lichfield (1989). Community im-
pact analysis serves to assess all relevant implications for all sectors 
of the community impactesd by the plan or project. In this way all 
groups (or regions) who benefit or lose from a plan or project have to 
be identified, including the types of impacts on their welfare. In this 
analysis, all distributive impacts but also all impacts on other 
relevant objective functions (e.g., monument conservation, environmental 
quality etc.) can be assessed. Community impact analysis needs normally 
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a large multidimensional array (or matrix scheme) in which all relevant 
consequences of all feasible alternatives are gauged. In general, com-
munity impact analysis is not making an explicit weighting of these 
impacts; it serves maily as a multidimensional policy impact assessment 
instrument. 
Another example of a multidimensional approach to plan and project 
evaluation can be found in multiple criteria analysis. Multiple criteria 
analysis takes for granted the various steps necessary in a multidimen-
sional impact assessment (for instance, community impact analysis) and 
tries to build upon a solid impact analysis a policy evaluation model. 
Multiple criteria analysis has become a popular tooi in policy evalua-
tion studies in many countries (see among others for a good overview 
Nijkamp et al., 1990). Seen from the viewpoint of conservation 
strategies, there is a need for an integrated cultural and functional 
economie urban development strategy, in which economie, social, ar-
chitectural, and historical aspects of city life are brought into 
harmony. Therefore, it is no use looking exclusively at the cost side of 
monument policy. Monuments have a social benefit whose (economie, social 
and cultural) value is related to the history of society and is per-
ceived by the present generation (including all direct and indirect 
users) in view of the future. 
These benefits are clearly multidimensional in nature. Here a 
parallel may be drawn with antiquities sold on the market. The value of 
an antique good (a painting, for example) depends on its age, its state 
of preservation, its degree of uniqueness, its artistic quality, and its 
representation of a certain style period. The same holds true for an 
urban monument, although here an additional important consideration 
plays a role, namely its integration in the existing historical urban 
structure (in addition to the revenues generated by this historical 
cultural resource). 
This implies essentially that an urban monument has to be valued 
from the angle of a multiattribute utility approach. Its value for 
society is determined by various attributes such as age, uniqueness, 
artistic value, style period, integration in urban structure, and 
economie revenues. The multidimensional profile constitutes the in-
digenous socioeconomic and historical-artistic value of a cultural 
resource, seen from the viewpoint of a multidimensional utility theory. 
In this context multiple criteria analysis has demonstrated its value 
(see also Nijkamp 1989), not only in the case of 'hard' (cardinal) in-
formation, but also in the case of 'soft' (qualitative) Information. For 
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each level of measurement of Information in a multidimensional evalua-
tion analysis a corresponding suitable multiple criteria method can be 
identified. 
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